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Q Chen (“Chen”) petitions this court for review of the Board
of Immgration Appeals’ (“BIA’) decision affirmng the Immgration
Judge’s (“1J") order denying his applications for asylum and
w t hhol ding of deportation and for relief under the Convention
Agai nst Torture.

When, as here, the BIA summarily affirnms w thout opinion and

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



adopts the 1J’s decision, we reviewthe |1J's decision. M khael v.
INS, 115 F. 3d 299, 302 (5th Cr. 1997). Chen first argues that the
IJ erred in failing to state the applicable burden of proof for
asylum Al though not restated verbatim it is apparent that the |J
applied the correct standard. Therefore, the applicable standard
of proof was adequately set forth. See Ontunez-Tursios V.
Ashcroft, 303 F.3d 341, 350 (5th Gr. 2002).

Chen argues that the 1J's determ nation that his testinony was
not credi ble was error because the inconsistencies relied on by the
|J were not central to his claimand therefore cannot provide the
basis for an adverse credibility determ nation. Chen has not
denonstrated that the record conpels a conclusion contrary to that
of the I'J, and therefore has not provided a basis for this court to
replace the 1J’s determ nations concerning credibility or ultinmate
factual findings based on credibility determnations with its own
determnations. Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76, 78 (5th Cr. 1994).

Because Chen’ s credi bility was i npugned duri ng t he deportation
proceedings, the 1J <could permssibly determine that his
uncorroborated testinony did not establish his asylum claim
particul arly where corroboration was readily available to Chen (if
his testinony were true). Abdel-Masieh v. INS, 73 F.3d 579, 584
(5th Cir. 1996); 8 C.F.R § 208.13(a).

Qur review of the record reveals that the 1J's determ nation

that Chen failed to discharge his burden to denonstrate that he is



entitled to asylum is supported by substantial evidence. See 8
CF.R 8§ 208.13(a). As Chen does not argue in his petition for
reviewthat the IJ erred in denying his request for w thhol di ng of
deportation, the argunent is deened abandoned. Yohey v. Collins,
985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993).

Lastly, the burden of proof for w thhol ding of renoval under
t he Convention Against Torture is a higher standard than that for
asylum Failure to satisfy the | ess demandi ng asyl umstandard is,
afortiori, afailure to denonstrate eligibility for w thhol di ng of
renoval . Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 906 (5th Cr. 2002).
Accordingly, Chen has not denonstrated that he is entitled to
relief under the Convention Against Torture. The petition for
reviewis therefore

DENI ED.



